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Entrepreneurship development is an imperative agenda for the
improvement of competitiveness of current and future eu mem-
ber countries. Corporate entrepreneurship activities and orien-
tations can be considered important predictors of organizational
performance. Hypotheses on the relationship between corporate
entrepreneurship (organizational-level entrepreneurial behav-
iors) and performance elements and between alliance and cor-
porate entrepreneurship elements were developed and tested.
The analyses were done by using questionnaire data collected in
two countries: Slovenia and Romania. Findings indicated very mi-
nor differences in corporate entrepreneurship and alliance item
means between the two countries. Innovation in products and
services can be considered crucial for performance of firms and
economic growth. Strategic alliance relationships can be impor-
tant for corporate entrepreneurship development.
Key words: corporate entrepreneurship, performance, alliances,
Slovenia, Romania
Introduction
Entrepreneurship development is an imperative agenda for the im-
provement of competitiveness of current and future European Union
(eu) member countries. The focus of this study is corporate en-
trepreneurship (i. e. entrepreneurship at the level of an existing
firm). Corporate entrepreneurship activities and orientations can
be considered important predictors of organizational performance.
While past corporate entrepreneurship research in North America
(for example, Covin and Slevin 1986; Covin 1991; Zahra 1991; 1993;
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Zahra and Covin 1995) provided substantial evidence on the cor-
porate entrepreneurship-performance relationship, empirical re-
search on this relationship in new or future eu accession countries
has been rare and is mainly concentrated in works of Antoncic and
associates (Antoncic and Hisrich 2000; 2001; 2004; Antoncic and
Zorn 2004) in Slovenia – a relatively newer eu country (a new eu
country at the time of the study). This study extends the study of
corporate entrepreneurship-performance relationship to a new eu
member country (a prospective eu member country at the time of
the study) – Romania, by making a comparison with Slovenia. This
study is exploiting a research opportunity to assess the role of en-
trepreneurship – in this case corporate entrepreneurship – in firm
performances that were brought with the shift from socialism to
market-based systems in Central and Eastern Europe, as advocated
by Hills and LaForge (1992).
A significant amount of research has been conducted including
two groups of corporate entrepreneurship antecedents: factors of
the firm’s external environment (e. g., Miller 1983; Khandwalla 1987;
Covin and Slevin 1991; Zahra 1991; 1993; Badguerahanian and Abetti
1995; Antoncic and Hisrich 2000; 2001; 2004) and organizational-
level internal factors (e. g., Souder 1981; Schollhammer 1982; Kan-
ter 1984, Pinchot 1985; Luchsinger and Bagby 1987; Antoncic and
Hisrich 2000; 2001; 2004). This research, with the exception of An-
toncic and Hisrich (2004), failed to recognize that corporate en-
trepreneurship may also be influenced by the firm’s engagement
in inter-organizational alliances. The present study remedies this
weakness of past research by examining the relationship between
alliance elements and corporate entrepreneurship.
In what follows, hypotheses on the relationship between corporate
entrepreneurship and performance elements and between alliance
and corporate entrepreneurship elements are developed, research
methods are described, findings are presented and discussed.
Theory and Hypotheses
In this paper, corporate entrepreneurship is defined as entrepreneur-
ship within an existing organization, including emergent behavioral
intentions and behaviors of an organization related to departures
from the customary (Antoncic and Hisrich 2003). Even if corporate
entrepreneurship can have several characteristic dimensions, such
as new business venturing, product/service innovation, process in-
novation, self-renewal, risk taking, proactiveness, and competitive
aggressiveness, this paper focuses only on the most evident cor-
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porate entrepreneurship activities: new businesses, new ventures,
and product and service innovation. These activities are defined
as: (1) new businesses – pursuit of and entering into new busi-
nesses related to current products or markets (Rule and Irvin 1988;
Zahra 1991; Stopford and Baden-Fuller 1994; Antoncic and Hisrich
2003); (2) new ventures – creation of new autonomous or semi-
autonomous units or firms (Schollhammer 1981; Hisrich and Peters
1984; MacMillan et al. 1984; Vesper 1984; Kanter and Richardson
1991; Stopford and Baden-Fuller 1994; Sharma and Chrisman 1999;
Antoncic and Hisrich 2003); (3) product/service innovation – cre-
ation of new products and services (Schollhammer 1982; Covin and
Slevin 1991; Zahra 1993; Damanpour 1996; Burgelman and Rosen-
blom 1997; Knight 1997; Tushman and Anderson 1997; Antoncic and
Hisrich 2003). Corporate entrepreneurship (intrapreneurship) can
be differentiated from other similar concepts in management and
business research, such as diversification strategy, capabilities, or-
ganizational learning and organizational innovation (a more precise
description of this differentiation and the corporate entrepreneur-
ship definition is provided in Antoncic and Hisrich 2003).
corporate entrepreneurship and performance
Growth and profitability are performance elements that can be con-
sidered important consequences of corporate entrepreneurship. In
general, corporate entrepreneurship has been regarded an impor-
tant element of successful organizations (Peters andWaterman 1982;
Kanter 1984; Pinchot 1985). On the one hand, the relationship be-
tween corporate entrepreneurship and growth has received wide
support in past research. Corporate entrepreneurship was found
predictive of the growth of small firms (Covin 1991) and large firms
(Covin and Slevin 1986; Zahra 1991; 1993; Zahra and Covin 1995).
A positive corporate entrepreneurship-growth relationship was dis-
covered for Slovenian (Antoncic and Hisrich 2001; 2004) and us es-
tablished firms (Morris and Sexton 1996; Antoncic and Hisrich 2001)
and health care firms (Stetz et al. 1998). On the other hand, past re-
search on the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and
profitability produced mixed support. Corporate entrepreneurship
was found to be related to the profitability of large firms (Covin and
Slevin 1986; Zahra 1991; 1993; Zahra and Covin 1995), and small,
medium-sized, and large firms from various industries in Slovenia,
but not in the us (Antoncic and Hisrich 2001). Morris and Sexton
(1996) also did not find a significant positive relationship between
entrepreneurial intensity and profitability of us firms. One explana-
number 1 · spring 2008 17
Boštjan Antoncˇicˇ and Cezar Scarlat
tion for such mixed results is that ‘firms in the us are more growth
oriented and value growth more than profitability than do the firms
in Slovenia that may be still more survival and profit rather than
growth oriented’ (Antoncic and Hisrich 2001, 523). A similar pos-
itive relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and perfor-
mance may be expected also for other similar countries referred to
as transition economies, such as Romania. For firms in transition
economies it may be particularly beneficial to exercise corporate en-
trepreneurship in order to ensure change and growth (Antoncic and
Hisrich 2000). Romania has been going through the transition to-
wards a market-based economic system in a similar period to that
of Slovenia. When taking into consideration the economic develop-
ment model based on corporate entrepreneurship (Douglas et al.
2003), Romania may be at the medium levels of economic devel-
opment (gdp per capita), where strong efforts need to be made to
increase all dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship. In contrast,
Slovenia may be at the medium-high, where among entrepreneurial
activities innovativeness becomes a key for improved performance.
Hence, we would expect a general positive relationship between cor-
porate entrepreneurship and performance in terms of profitabil-
ity and growth, with a distinction in more positive and significant
relationships of innovativeness items to performance than the im-
pact of other elements on performance in Slovenia, while in Roma-
nia we may find a more balanced impact of different corporate en-
trepreneurship elements on performance. This research forms the
basis of the following hypotheses:
hypothesis 1: The extent of corporate entrepreneurship (new
businesses, new ventures, product/service innovation) will be pos-
itively related to organizational performance in terms of growth
and profitability in Slovenia and Romania.
hypothesis 2: Positive and significant relationships of corpo-
rate entrepreneurship to performance will have the following prop-
erties: (2a) product/service innovation will be the most impor-
tant among corporate entrepreneurship elements in Slovenia, and
(2b) the importance of new businesses, new ventures, and prod-
uct/service innovation will be balanced in Romania.
alliance elements and corporate entrepreneurship
Inter-organizational relationships have received limited research
attention in the context of corporate entrepreneurship (Antoncic
1999). Firms participate in alliances in order to learn know-how and
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capabilities from their alliance partners (Kale et al. 2000). Inter-
firm elements that reside in networks and strategic alliances and
can be beneficial for corporate entrepreneurship, as conceptually
elaborated by Antoncic (2001), are: inter-firm communication, trust,
external-relationship oriented support, value congruence, and the
number of external relationships. First, the frequency and quality
of inter-firm communication can have a positive impact on corpo-
rate entrepreneurship. Past research that supports this notion has
emphasized the following: face-to-face interaction (Saxenian 1991),
communication quality and participation (Mohr and Spekman 1994),
information sharing (Jones et al. 1997; Uzzi 1997), open and prompt
communication (Das and Teng 1998), and frequency of communi-
cation (Deeds and Hill 1998). Second, inter-firm trust can have a
positive impact on corporate entrepreneurship. Past research has
stressed the importance of trust in alliances (Pruitt 1981; Parkhe
1993; Das and Teng 1998; Weaver and Dickson 1998) and networks
(Saxenian 1991). Third, the inter-firm level organizational support
can be seen as a crucial element for corporate entrepreneurship. The
support elements can be found in discussions about: commitment
in inter-firm relationships (Porter et al. 1974; Mohr and Spekman
1994) and permeability of network boundaries (Jones et al. 1997).
Fourth, congruence of organizational values across alliance or net-
work partner firms can be an important predictor of corporate en-
trepreneurship development. Values in general can serve as social
control mechanisms that encourage desirable behavior in alliances
(Das and Teng 1998), sharing values can improve alliance success
(Parkhe 1991), and, in addition, values can even be a byproduct
of joint networking (Jones et al. 1997). Fifth, the number of inter-
firm relationships of a firm can have a positive impact on corporate
entrepreneurship development, particularly on product innovation
(Saxenian 1991); Deeds and Hill 1996; 1998; Powell et al. 1996), as
well as on corporate entrepreneurship as a construct (Antoncic and
Hisrich 2004).
hypothesis 3: The extent of alliance elements (communication,
trust, support, value congruence, number of alliances) will be pos-
itively related to corporate entrepreneurship in terms of new busi-
nesses, new ventures, and product/service innovation in Slovenia
and Romania.
Methods
The methodology will be discussed in terms of measurement instru-
ment, data collection, samples, and data analysis.
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measurement instrument
In this research, corporate entrepreneurship, alliance character-
istics, and performance elements were measured mostly through
scales previously tested and used by other researchers. The ques-
tionnaire was initially prepared in English and then translated into
Slovenian and Romanian. Perceptual measures were selected based
on their congruence with the concepts under examination. Five point
scales (Likert-type scales and semantic differentials) were used to
keep the questionnaire as simple as possible. In some cases longer
scales were needed to capture the information. Companies reported
answers for the past three-year period.
Corporate entrepreneurship was measured by selected items of
new businesses, new ventures, and product/service innovation (see
table 1) from the corporate entrepreneurship scale used by Antoncic
and Hisrich (2004). The number of alliances was measured as the
number of strategic alliances of the focal firm (Antoncic and Hisrich
2004) and was assessed across different alliance types: customer-
supplier relationships, licensing, technology sharing, joint develop-
ment, and equity joint ventures (Mowery et al. 1996), and at the over-
all level.
Dependent variables – performance – were measured in terms of
growth and profitability in absolute and relative terms (Antoncic and
Hisrich 2001): absolute growth items are the average annual growth
in number of employees in the last three years and the average an-
nual growth in sales in the last three years, while the relative growth
item is growth in market share (Chandler and Hanks 1993) in the last
three years; absolute profitability items are average annual return
on sales (ros), average return on assets (roa), and average annual
return on equity (roe), in the last three years, while relative prof-
itability items are a subjective measure of firm performance relative
to competitors (Chandler and Hanks 1993) and its extension (Anton-
cic and Hisrich 2001; 2004): the company’s profitability in compari-
son to all competitors, as well as to competitors that are at about the
same age and stage of development. Control variables included firm
age, size, and industry.
data collection, samples, and data analysis
Questionnaire data were collected from top executives of selected
firms in Slovenia and Romania. For analysis 477 usable responses
were obtained from Slovenia (a representative random sample) and
30 responses were obtained from Romania.
The average firm in the Slovenian sample had 100 to 249 employ-
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ees (full time equivalent), had $5 Million to up to $10 Million sales,
was 21 to 50 years old, and operated in manufacturing, trade and
services sectors. The average firm in the Romanian sample had 50 to
99 employees (full time equivalent), had $1 Million to up to $5 Mil-
lion sales, was 11 to 20 years old, and operated in trade, services, and
manufacturing sectors. In both countries also other industries were
well represented. The samples were not ideally matched, but past re-
search (Antoncic and Hisrich 2000; 2001; 2004) mostly confirmed the
stability of corporate entrepreneurship models across control vari-
ables.
Data were analyzed by using the spss statistical analytical soft-
ware. Item means were compared in absolute and statistical terms
(Kolmogorov-Smirnov test). The hypotheses were tested with the
analysis of correlations. These simple analytical methods were used
because of the small size of the Romanian sample.
Findings
Research findings will be discussed in terms of comparisons of cor-
porate entrepreneurship and alliance mean values between Slove-
nia and Romania, and hypotheses testing findings on corporate
entrepreneurship–performance and alliance–corporate entrepre-
neurship relationships.
comparisons of means
Means for all corporate entrepreneurship and alliance items are
shown in table 1. Most differences in item means were found not
to be statistically significant (at 0.05 levels). Significant differences
were found only for few items: only one among 17 corporate en-
trepreneurship items (the number of products introduced by the
company lower in Slovenia – mean 2.65 – than in Romania – mean
3.40); three among 28 alliance items (the congruence of organiza-
tional values was found higher in Romania than in Slovenia for two
items: in technology sharing – Slovenia 2.64, Romania 3.80 – and
in joint development – Slovenia 2.58, Romania 3.50; the number of
strategic alliances in the equity joint ventures type was found higher
in Slovenia than in Romania: mean value 1.91 is close to one alliance
of this type in Slovenia and mean 1.13 is close to zero alliances in
Romania).
corporate entrepreneurship–performance
relationships
Hypothesis 1 predicted a positive relationship between corporate
entrepreneurship and performance. Correlations for the Slovenian
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sample are shown in table 2. The majority of correlations between
corporate entrepreneurship and growth items (44 out of 51 correla-
tions, 86%) and corporate entrepreneurship and profitability items
(60 out of 85 correlations, 71%) were found positive and significant.
For one item – creating new totally independent firms – no signifi-
cant relationship to profitability was found.
Correlations for the Romanian sample are shown in table 3. Cor-
porate entrepreneurship and growth items were found not to be pre-
dominantly significantly correlated (31 out of 51 correlations were
not significant, 61%), but three corporate entrepreneurship items
(broadening business lines in current industries, the percent of com-
pany revenue generated from newer products, dramatic changes in
lines of products or services) stand out with strong and positive re-
lationships to all growth items. Similar results were found for corre-
lations between corporate entrepreneurship and profitability items
(65 out of 85 correlations were not significant, 76%), but with two
items strongly correlated to absolute profitability (broadening busi-
ness lines in current industries, the percent of company revenue
generated from newer products) and two items with strong corre-
lation to relative profitability (broadening business lines in current
industries, marketing of many new lines of products or services).
However, when we move over the significance levels and look at
the coefficient size, we can see that the results are not that different
between the two samples. For instance, many correlations below 0.2
values are significant for the Slovenian sample, while many correla-
tions above 0.2 are not significant in the Romanian sample. This is
due to the difference in sample sizes andmeasurement items’ coding
properties. Overall, Hypothesis 1 received mixed support.
Hypothesis 2 postulated that product/service innovation may be
the most important in the relationship to performance in Slovenia,
while the relationship to performance of new businesses, new ven-
tures, and product/service innovation may be balanced in Romania.
Significant correlations to growth in Slovenia were found as follows
(see table 2): new businesses – 9 out of 15, 60%; new ventures – 12 out
of 12, 100%; product/service innovation – 23 out of 24, 96%. Signifi-
cant correlations to profitability in Slovenia were found as follows:
new businesses – 12 out of 25, 48%; new ventures – 11 out of 20, 55%;
product/service innovation – 38 out of 40, 95%. These findings are in
general in support of Hypothesis 2a, with the notion that new ven-
ture formation is also very important for growth in Slovenia.
In Romania, significant correlations to growth were found as fol-
lows (see table 3): new businesses – 9 out of 15, 60%; new ventures –
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0 out of 12, 0%; product/service innovation – 11 out of 24, 46%. Sig-
nificant correlations to profitability in Slovenia were found as fol-
lows: new businesses – 5 out of 25, 20%; new ventures – 1 out of
20, 5%; product/service innovation – 15 out of 40, 37%. These find-
ings are not in support of Hypothesis 2b. New businesses and prod-
uct/service innovation can be considered important for growth, and
product/service innovation can be important for profitability in Ro-
mania.
alliance–corporate entrepreneurship relationships
Hypothesis 3 predicted that the extent of alliance elements (com-
munication, trust, support, value congruence, number of alliances)
would be positively related to corporate entrepreneurship. Correla-
tions for the Slovenian sample are shown in tables 4 and 5. Signif-
icant correlations in the proposed direction were found as follows:
for the alliance–new businesses relationship – 15 out of 35 (43%) for
alliance communication items, 13 out of 30 (43%) for alliance trust
items, 9 out of 20 (45%) for alliance support items, 21 out of 25 (84%)
for value congruence items, 25 out of 30 (83%) for alliance number
items; for the alliance–new ventures relationship – 2 out of 28 (7%)
for alliance communication items, 8 out of 24 (33%) for alliance trust
items, 9 out of 16 (56%) for alliance support items, 14 out of 20 (70%)
for value congruence items, 23 out of 24 (96%) for alliance number
items; for the alliance–product/service innovation relationship – 33
out of 56 (59%) for alliance communication items, 31 out of 48 (65%)
for alliance trust items, 24 out of 32 (75%) for alliance support items,
21 out of 25 (84%) for shared values items, 38 out of 48 (79%) for
alliance number items.
Correlations for the Romanian sample are shown in tables 6 and
7. Significant correlations in the proposed direction were found as
follows: for the alliance–new businesses relationship – 0 out of 35
(0%) for alliance communication items, 0 out of 30 (0%) for alliance
trust items, 1 out of 20 (5%) for alliance support items, 0 out of 25
(0%) for value congruence items, 2 out of 30 (7%) for alliance number
items; for the alliance–new ventures relationship – 0 out of 28 (0%)
for alliance communication items, 0 out of 24 (0%) for alliance trust
items, 2 out of 16 (12%) for alliance support items, 0 out of 20 (0%)
for shared values items, 0 out of 24 (0%) for alliance number items;
for the alliance–product/service innovation relationship – 0 out of 56
(0%) for alliance communication items, 1 out of 48 (2%) for alliance
trust items, 12 out of 32 (75%) for alliance support items, 0 out of
25 (0%) for shared values items, 3 out of 48 (6%) for alliance number
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items. The results based on the Romanian sample should be inferred
with caution because of the low number of responses.
Overall, Hypothesis 3 did not receive enough support. Some find-
ings were supportive only for Slovenia, particularly between al-
liances (value congruence and number) and new businesses, be-
tween alliances (support, value congruence, and number) and new
ventures, and between alliances (communication, trust, support,
value congruence, and number) and product/service innovation.
Discussion and Conclusion
This study provided some new evidence on the relationship between
corporate entrepreneurship and performance, as well as alliance
characteristics and corporate entrepreneurship in two countries –
Slovenia and Romania. The analysis indicated very minor differ-
ences in corporate entrepreneurship and alliance item means be-
tween the two countries. This similarity in levels of corporate en-
trepreneurship and alliance characteristics may be due to the fact
that the transition to the market-based economy has followed sim-
ilar paths in past the two decades (democracy, private ownership,
competition, efforts to join the eu, etc.). Even though the overall
hypothesis on the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship
received mixed support, we are confident that recommendations for
Slovenia from past research (Antoncic and Hisrich 2000; Douglas et
al. 2003) can be equally or even more relevant for Romania: increase
corporate entrepreneurship in order to increase firm performance
in terms of growth and profitability.
We discovered that in Slovenia innovation in products and ser-
vices represents a driving force for improvements in growth and
profitability of firms, with the addition that new venture formation
can be also important for growth. In Romania, on the other hand,
new businesses and product/service innovation can be very impor-
tant for growth of firms, while product/service innovation can be re-
lated to profitability. Therefore, innovation in products and services
can be considered a crucial element in the performance of firms and
consequently in the economic growth of the two countries. Devel-
opment of an innovation friendly environment should become a top
priority of practitioners and policy makers in Slovenia and Romania,
and probably also in other countries that have followed similar paths
of economic development.
The study provided also some insights on the relationship between
alliance characteristics and corporate entrepreneurship. On the ba-
sis of the findings for Slovenia, we can claim that firms can achieve
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beneficial results in their product and service innovation activities
by taking good care of their strategic alliance relationships, which
includes: developing a good communication with alliance partners;
developing trust between partners; supporting collaboration activi-
ties with appropriate encouragements, commitments, structures, and
rewards; developing value congruence between partners; and enter-
ing a higher number of strategic alliances.
The study has some limitations. Measures were based on percep-
tions of managers. The Romanian sample was small, so only limited
analysis techniques could be used and the results based on the Ro-
manian sample need to be inferred with caution. The study was lim-
ited to item by item correlation analysis that resulted in rather small
correlation coefficients. Testing relationships between constructs by
using structural equation modelling would provide better results.
The study was conducted in two countries; future research may fur-
ther validate the results of this study in other countries. Despite the
limitations, we believe we have provided some interesting evidence
on the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and perfor-
mance and on the relationship between alliance characteristics and
corporate entrepreneurship.
References
Antoncic, B. 1999. Entrepreneurship networks: A review and future re-
search directions. Slovenian Economic Review 50 (3): 195–221.
. 2001. Organizational processes in intrapreneurship: A concept-
ual integration. Journal of Enterprising Culture 9 (2): 221–235.
Antoncic, B., and R. D. Hisrich. 2000. Intrapreneurship modeling in
transition economies: A comparison of Slovenia and the United
States. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship 5 (1): 21–40.
. 2001. Intrapreneurship: Construct refinement and cross-cultural
validation. Journal of Business Venturing 16 (5): 495–527.
. 2003. Clarifying the intrapreneurship concept. Journal of Small
Business and Enterprise Development 10 (1): 7–24.
. 2004. Corporate entrepreneurship contingencies and organiza-
tional wealth creation. Journal of Management Development 23 (6):
518–550.
Antoncic, B., and O. Zorn. 2004. The mediating role of corporate en-
trepreneurship in the organizational support-performance relation-
ship: An empirical examination. Managing Global Transitions 2 (1):
5–14.
Badguerahanian, L., and P. A. Abetti. 1995. The rise and fall of the
Merin-Gerin Foundry business: A case study in French corporate
entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing 10 (6): 477–493.
number 1 · spring 2008 35
Boštjan Antoncˇicˇ and Cezar Scarlat
Burgelman, R. A., and R. S. Rosenbloom. 1997. Technology strategy: An
evolutionary process perspective. In Managing strategic innovation
and change: A collection of readings, ed. M. L. Tushman and P. An-
derson, 273–286. New York: Oxford University Press.
Chandler, G. N., and S. H. Hanks. 1993. Measuring the performance of
emerging businesses: A validation study. Journal of Business Ventur-
ing 8 (5): 391–408.
Covin, J. G. 1991. Entrepreneurial vs. conservative firms: A comparison
of strategies and performance. Journal of Management Studies 25 (5):
439–462.
Covin, J. G., and D. P. Slevin. 1986. The development and testing of
an organizational-level entrepreneurship scale. In Frontiers of en-
trepreneurship research 1986, ed. R. Ronstadt, R. Peterson, and K.
Vasper, 628–639. Wellesley, ma: Babson College.
. 1991. A conceptual model of entrepreneurship as firm behavior.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 16 (1): 7–25.
Damanpour, F. 1996. Organizational complexity and innovation: Devel-
oping and testing multiple contingency models.Management Science
42 (5): 693–716.
Das, T. K., and B. Teng. 1998. Between trust and control: Developing
confidence in partner cooperation in alliances. Academy of Manage-
ment Review 23 (3): 491–512.
Deeds, D. L., and C. W. L. Hill. 1996. Strategic alliances and the rate
of new product development: An empirical study of entrepreneurial
biotechnology firms. Journal of Business Venturing 11 (1): 41–55.
. 1998. An examination of opportunistic action within research al-
liances: Evidence from the biotechnology industry. Journal of Busi-
ness Venturing 14 (2): 141–163.
Douglas, E. J., B. Antoncic, R. D. Hisrich, and T. A. McLaughlin. 2003.
Intrapreneurship in Australian, us, and Slovenian firms. Paper pre-
sented at Babson College/Kauffman Foundation Research Confer-
ence, Wellesley, ma.
Hills, G., and R. LaForge. 1992. Research at the marketing interface
to advance entrepreneurship theory. Entrepreneurship: Theory and
Practice, 16 (3): 33–59.
Hisrich, R. D., and M. P. Peters. 1984. Internal venturing in large cor-
porations. In Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research 1984, ed. J. A.
Hornaday, F. A. Tarpley, jr., J. A. Timmons, and K. H. Vesper, 321–
346. Wellesley, ma: Babson College.
Jones, C., W. S. Hesterly, and S. P. Borgatti. 1997. A general theory of
network governance: Exchange conditions and social mechanisms.
Academy of Management Review 22 (4): 911–945.
Kale, P., H. Singh, and H. Perlmutter. 2000. Learning and protection of
proprietary assets in strategic alliances: Building relational capital.
Strategic Management Journal 21(3): 217–237.
36 management · volume 3
Corporate Entrepreneurship Performance
Kanter, R. M. 1984. The change masters. New York: Simon and Schuster.
Kanter, R. M., and L. Richardson. 1991. Engines of progress: Design-
ing and running entrepreneurial vehicles in established companies
– The Enter-Prize Program at Ohio Bell, 1985–1990. Journal of Busi-
ness Venturing 6 (3): 209–229.
Khandwalla, P. N. 1987. Generators of pioneering-innovative manage-
ment: Some Indian evidence. Organization Studies 8 (1): 39–59.
Knight, G. A. 1997. Cross-cultural reliability and validity of a scale to
measure firm entrepreneurial orientation. Journal of Business Ven-
turing 12 (3): 213–225.
Luchsinger, V., and D. R. Bagby. 1987. Entrepreneurship and intraprene-
urship. sam Advanced Management Journal 52 (3): 10–13.
MacMillan, I. C., Z. Block, and P. N. S. Narasimha. 1984. Obstacles and
experience in corporate ventures. In Frontiers of Entrepreneurship
Research 1984, ed. J. A. Hornaday, F. A. Tarpley, jr., J. A. Timmons,
and K. H. Vesper, 280–293. Wellesley, ma: Babson College.
Miller, D. 1983. The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of
firms. Management Science 29:770–791.
Mohr, J., and R. Spekman. 1994. Characteristics of partnership success:
Partnership attributes, communication behavior, and conflict reso-
lution techniques. Strategic Management Journal 15 (2): 135–152.
Morris, M. H., and D. L. Sexton. 1996. The concept of entrepreneurial in-
tensity: Implications for company performance. Journal of Business
Research 36 (1): 5–13.
Mowery, D. C., J. E. Oxley, and B. S. Silverman. 1996. Strategic alliances
and interfirm knowledge transfer. Special issue, Strategic Manage-
ment Journal 17:77–91.
Parkhe, A. 1991. Interfirm diversity, organizational learning, and longev-
ity in global strategic alliances. Journal of International Business
Studies 22 (4): 579–601.
Parkhe, A. 1993. Strategic alliance structuring: A game theoretic and
transaction cost examination of interfirm cooperation. Academy of
Management Journal 36 (4): 794–829.
Peters, T. J., and R. H.Waterman. 1982. In search of excellence.NewYork:
Harper and Row.
Pinchot, G. III. 1985. Intrapreneuring. New York: Harper and Row.
Porter, L., R. Steers, R. Mowday, P. and Boulian. 1974. Organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover among psychiatric tech-
nicians. Journal of Applied Psychology 59:603–609.
Powell, W. W., K. W. Koput, and L. Smith-Doerr. 1996. Interorganiza-
tional collaboration and the locus of innovation: Networks of learn-
ing in biotechnology. Administrative Science Quarterly 41 (1): 116–
145.
Pruitt, D. G. 1981. Negotiation behavior. New York: Academic Press.
number 1 · spring 2008 37
Boštjan Antoncˇicˇ and Cezar Scarlat
Rule, E. G., and D. W. Irwin. 1988. Fostering intrapreneurship: The new
competitive edge. Journal of Business Strategy 9 (3): 44–47.
Saxenian, A. 1991. The origins and dynamics of production networks in
Sillicon Valley. Research Policy 20 (5): 423–437.
Schollhammer, H. 1981. The efficacy of internal corporate entrepreneur-
ship strategies. In Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research 1981, ed.
K. H. Vesper, 451–456. Wellesley, ma: Babson College.
. 1982. Internal corporate entrepreneurship. In Encyclopedia of
Entrepreneurship, ed. C. A. Kent, D. L. Sexton, and K. H. Vesper,
209–229. Englewood Cliffs, nj: Prentice-Hall.
Sharma, P., and J. J. Chrisman. 1999. Toward a reconciliation of the
definitional issues in the field of corporate entrepreneurship. En-
trepreneurship Theory and Practice 23 (3): 11–27.
Souder, W. E. 1981. Encouraging entrepreneurship in the large corpo-
rations. Research Management 14 (3): 18–22.
Stetz, P. E., A. Stewart, R. Howell, J. D. Blair, and M. D. Fottler. 1998. Di-
mensionality of the entrepreneurial posture/orientation construct:
A structural equation study. Paper presented at the 1998 Annual
Academy of Management Meeting, San Diego, ca.
Stopford, J. M., and C. W. F. Baden-Fuller. 1994. Creating corporate en-
trepreneurship. Strategic Management Journal 15 (7): 521–536.
Tushman, M. L., and P. Anderson, P., eds. 1997. Managing strategic in-
novation and change: A collection of readings.New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press.
Uzzi, B. 1997. Social structure and competition in interfirm networks:
The paradox of embeddedness. Administrative Science Quarterly 42
(1): 35–67.
Vesper, K. H. 1984. Three faces of corporate entrepreneurship. In Fron-
tiers of Entrepreneurship Research 1984, ed. J. A. Hornaday, F. A.
Tarpley, jr., J. A. Timmons, and K. H. Vesper, 294–320. Wellesley, ma:
Babson College.
Weaver, K. M., and P. H. Dickson. 1998. Outcome quality of small- to
medium-sized enterprise-based alliances: The role of perceived
partner behaviors. Journal of Business Venturing 13 (6): 505–522.
Zahra, S. A. 1991. Predictors and financial outcomes of corporate en-
trepreneurship: An exploratory study. Journal of Business Venturing
6 (4): 259–285.
. 1993. Environment, corporate entrepreneurship, and financial
performance: A taxonomic approach. Journal of Business Venturing
8 (4): 319–340.
Zahra, S. A., and J. G. Covin. 1995. Contextual influences on the cor-
porate entrepreneurship–performance relationship: A longitudinal
analysis. Journal of Business Venturing 10 (1): 43–58.
38 management · volume 3
